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.• Dec1s1on S-i os :'1:5 AUS 7 19S4 rmfO)n~nnl t;' Fr 
!!JIM 11[f1, ~ In\l~ 

~EFORE ~HE PcrBLIC ~ILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE ~F ~~I~O~~r -

• 

• 

In the matter o~ the application o~ ) 
Ridgecrest Re1ghte Land and Water ) 
ComP8lll"7 a Cal1t'ornia corpora.t1on~ l 
to increase the rate applicable to 
~at rate vater service ~1shed to 
customers in and near the Ci~ ot ~ 
Ridgecrest 7 Kern County. ~ 

OPINION -..------
Statement o~ Facts 

Application 83-08-41 
(Filed August 15 r 1983) 

Ridgecrest Heights Land and Water Company (R1dgecr,!st) ~ 
in1 tially known as the Rocket Town Water Company ~ vas organized in 
1949,· It vas t'inanced by Trans-continental Land and Vater Company r a 
subdivider r to provide public utili~ vater service to certain or the 
developer's tracts in unincorporated areas vest ot' the then 
unincorporated commun1t,y of Ridgecrest in Wells Valley in Kern 
County. The community came into being when the Navy bu!l t an 
ordnance test station at adjacent China Lake. In 1961 the utility's 
name was ~1rst changed to its present appellation. In 1968 it was 
purchased by Northern Mojave Land r Inc.~ a Ca1it'orn1a real estate 
development organization controlled by Wilbur H. and Mar,y R. ,Stark, 
and transacted its business under the Fictitious ~sines8 Name 
Statute as Ridgecrest Heights Yater Company. In 1974 it again became 
Ridgecrest Heights Land and Water Comp~~ and today is a corporation 
organized under the lays o~ the State ot California. 

Since its inception Ridgecrest has experienced supply and 
vater pressure defiCiencies that have resulted in substandard 
aervice 7 especially at higher elevations and during peals: demand 
summer months. ~he vater system, haVing been constructed initially 
u a land speculation adjunct in the post-war :period vi th second-hand 
materials and equipment. undersized 7 and defiCient in almost every 
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aspect, was antiquated 15 years aeo when Stark and his w1~e acquired 
it. Since then much york has been put into it and expenditures to 
improve the system have been made, but most have been ~rittered away 
in Rube Goldberg installations, using second-hand or "best buy" 
materials, usually without professional engineering guidance or 
assistance (See Decision (D.) 89661 dated November 28, 1978 in Order 
Instituting Investigation 17 for details). ~~t tunds for significant 
improvements have always been lacking. Staff estimates that 
rehabilitation to full.Commission General Order (G.O.) 103 standards 
would tod~ require an investment in excess o~ 5 million dollars. 
However, absent a very unlikely and very substantial building boom in 
the area with a large population influx, no one today is going to 
invest that kind of money in this sprawling, ver,y sparsely built-up, 
and high desert area. 

Mandates to improve service have not been lacking. In 
various proceedings as far back as 1977 Ridgecrest has been ordered 
to improve service, employ professional engineering assistance, and 
formulate plans to correct deficiencies. Pending achievement of some 
improvement, extension of service to adjacent UDserved areas has been 
prohibited. Eut no one has suggested where ,the large investment of 
funds that would be required to carry out these orders was to come 
from. And primarilY' as a:consequence of the limited availability ot 
the owner's tunds, these various orders largely have been ignored. 

Needless to say, Ridgecrest has not been a financial 
success for its owners. ~t it has been a source of continued 
frustration to all involved with it, the ~~stomers, the owners, this 
Commission, the State health authorities, and the courts. Between 
1972 and 1980. in a period of escalating costs, severe inf1at1onar,y 
pressures, deteriorating serviee. and prob~ems relating to 8 re~und 

obligation which arose from an earlier attempt to collect 
unauthorized connection ~ees, Ridgecrest vas unsuceessfUl in attempts 
to obtain rate rel1e~. Several advice. letter ~il1n!S vere rejected 
as deficient. Nonetheless. during the entire period, through the 
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~enac10U8 e~ort8 of Stark, and his 11th hour but time17 advances o~ 
in~erest free fUnds for operating and maintenance expenses, ~ yell '~ 

&8 a ::BaDk ot .AJnerica loan, Stark kept the utility ~ct10D1ng, ,; .. ,. ,." . 
hrnishing vater at very lOY rates to its euatomers, albei't without '. 
aeeting G.O. 103 pressure standards, or:1n volumes su!ticient to 
attain the ~ire tlov min1~s required by that standard. Ultimately, 
in Oetol~r of 1980 and April of 1987 increases were authorized by the 
Commission vhich brought ~he aggregate monthly vater charge for the .. 
average Ridgecrest customer to it~ present $13.50. 

Eowever, it m=st be ~oted that theBe increases served 
merely to cover those operating expenses deemed reasonable by our 
statf atter a thorou~ field investigation. The.y provided rates 
vhich produced a minimal rate ot return (OD 8 strongly disputed rate 
base) ot 2.6~. 

Meanvhile, as a consequence ot complaints arising out of 
the ~~bstandard vater BYstem~ and trom a desire to alleviate at least 
the worst 'ot ~hese problema~ in ~ovember ot 1982 the CoC:ission 
ordered Ridgecrest to pursue diligently a ~~bstant1al loan under 
provisions of the Sate Drinking Water ~ond Act (SDWBA - See Vater 
Code Section 13850 et seq.), ~hreaten1ng in the alternative to go 
into Superior Court under provisions of Public Utilities Code § 855 
to have a receiver appointed to as~e posBession o~ the syste~ and 
to operate it (See D.82-11-o47 dated Nove:ber 3, 1982). 
Concurrently, the California Department of Health Services (Health 
Services), unsuccessful in its turn in obtaining various improvements 
it sought, to satiety general health and aa!et,1 concepts p issued an 
administrative order req~1r1ng Ridgecrest to turn1sh it a deta11e~ 
professional ~g1neer1ng report on these improvements. When 
Ridgecrest tailed to comply, Health Services obtained an order ~rom 
Xern County Superior Court that Ridgecrest, among otber matters, , 
sub.it Reh a report to :Health Services and apply to the State ~or a 
SDY.BA loan to make the improvements • 
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R!dgecrest thereupon obtained professional assistance and 
prepared a rehabilitation plan., ntis plan. vith m1nor changes. was 
introduced into evidence during our hearing o~ Application CA.) 
~1-45, and accepted on the record .both by our Hydraulic ~ranch and 
by Health Services. ~ D.83-11-Q20 dated November 2. 1983, the 
Commission save Ridgecrest authorization to borrov up to $1.498.000 
~rom the State. Since then Ridgecrest has been completing the 
prerequisite title search and security details ~or the loan for .the 
Department of Water Resources, so that a Deed of Trust can be 
recorded and the loan made. The engineers for Ridgecrest and Health 
Services have been completing detailed plans and specifications. 
When completed the SDWBA construction Vill start. 

In the interim Ridgecrest has operated on the 2.6~ rate of 
return authorized by our 1983 Resolution Y-;086. This produces a 
return of $4,176 on Stark's $162,873 rate base. Stark sta.tes that he 
cannot go on advancing funds to keep the system operating • 
Accordingly. he has filed this application seeking modification of 
this 2.6~ authorization upward to the same 11.5~ which the Commission 
has generally recognized as appropriate for a "typical" vater 
utili ty. For the purposes of this application Stark i8 willing to 
accept our statf's estimates of revenues. expenses. and rate bese as 
set ~orth in Resolution Y~3086 (the April 6. 198} increase). but 
seeks modification o~ the authorized rate of return. A comparison o~ 
resulting revenues required, reflecting the respective 2.6~ and the 
11·5~ rates of return. appears in the first two columns (Present Rate 
and Requested Modification) of Table A appearing elsewhere in this 
deCision. As the table illustrates. adjusting the rate of return to 
11.5~ yould require an increase in gross revenues of $19.920 to 
result in a net revenue of $18.770. And the present flat rate 
monthly bill ~or each of the 1.066 uti11t,r customers yould increase 
from $1~.50 to $15.06. 

In September of 1983 a notice vas sent to all customers of 
the utility adVising them of , this application and of the prospective 
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modi:tication in rates· and the rea·sons :tor the modi:f'ication. Five o~ 
the 1,066 custo~ers wrote in response. ~hree o~ these complained ot 
continu.ing lov pressure and dirt in their va.ter·~: objecting to an;r 
increase until these problems are re601ve~. Two. others objected to 
any increase in rates; one stating that while sh~ had never 
experienced problems, she objected to a rate incr~ase ~ter prior 
increases in 1980 and early 1983. 
Diseussion 

...... , 

The Revenue Requirements Division of the Co:m1ssion has 
rev.ieved Ridgecres~'s recorded :tinancial statements :f'or the past five 
years. ~he1r review indicates that the operational losses which have 
been sustained as ot Deee~ber 31, 1982 have resulted in a 'negative 
equity capital. S'tark'sadvance~ent ot interest ~ree ~und$ to'meet 
operational de~icits and to make necessary improvements and repairs, 
regarded as loans by Sta:-k, have been treated as equ.ity capital 
in!usions by the sta.!t. Only the :Bank of America. loan has ~en 

• recognized by st~:f as d"eb~ financing. :But these facts do point up 
the :f'act that Stark is no~ reeeiving a ~air return on his investment. 

Here no issues are being raised regarding these matters 
although Stark asks modit'ication 00£ ::he authorized 2.6% rate 0-£ 

return to 11.5~. S'tark ~ agreed to use the HydrauliC Branch's 198~ 
esti~tes o! operating ex~nses as set ~o~th in Table A. :But he does 
seek a ~air return on his investment. While his past ~a11ures to 
meet all p~ov1sions o~ Co::ission orders cannot be condoned or 
exC'USed, we do ree~ize that the syste::t inherently is a sUbstandard 

system i~ "an ext=e~ely difficult location,and that over ~e years 

Sta:k repeatedly has adv~cec. the funds to shore thc~ system up and 

he has kept it operating. The most recent example is his 198~ 

installation of two 200,OOO-gallon water storage tanks. He is ... - ,. 

cooperating on the SDWBA loan arrangements ane has e:c.ga<;ed an 

en9ineer1:c.q firm to work with Health services to <;et the most ou~ 
, ' ... ,., '" .. :';, .. 

of the loan proceeds to rehabilitate the worse portions of 

• 
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TULE A 

ADOPTED ~~RY OF EARNINGS 
(Based on Estimated Year 1993) 

RIDGECREST BEIGR!rS LAND JJ(D YATER COMPANY 

Present Requested 
Item Rates" Mod1~1eat1on -

0~rat1niaRevenue 
Flat te $172,692 S1~2,612 

0~rat1n! Etpgnses 
Souree 0 upp!1 2,000 2,000 
Purehased Pover 72,430 72,4:;0 
Employee Labor 19,710 19,710 
Materials 4,780 4,780 
Contract Work 22,250 22,,250 
Ot'!'ice Salaries 6,000 5,000 
Management Salaries 14,280 14,280 
Ot't'iee Supplies & Exp. 3,360 3,360 
Insurance 1,310 1,~10 • General Expense 5,620 5,620 
Management Fee 

Total Expenses 151,740 151,740 
Depreciation 10,170 10,170 
Property Taxes 2,585 2,585 
Other Taxes 3,,742 ,,742 
Income Taxes 272' 5z642 

Total Deductions 168,516 1~,es2 

Net Revenue 4,176 18,~ 

Rate :Base 164,834- 164,,834 
ERTA Adjustments: 

~ax Depreciation 0 0 ITC ' 1,961 1,,951 
Adjusted Rate !aBe 162,813 162,m 
Rate ot' Return 2.6~ 11.5~ 

Mont~ Flat Rate Regular 
Service Charge ...... $13.50 $15.06 

*S¢urce: Resolution Y-3086 4/6/83. 
"'Exclusive ot' SDDA surcharge estimated to be $11.81:>/mo • 
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the s:rstem. He hired an additional maintenance emploY'ee and 
installed duplicate telephones and an answering service to 
accommodate customers. 

~he U.S. Supreme Court in Federal Power Com. v Hope Natural 
Gas Co. (1984) ~20 US 591, stated that while the ~ixing o~ just and 
reasonable rates involves a balancing o~ the investor and the 
consumer interests, "From the investor or compan:r point of View it is 
important that there be enough revenue not onl:r ~or operating 
expenses but also tor the capital costs of the business. These 
include service on the debt and dividends on the stock. B.1 that 
standard 'the return to the equi t:r owner shoul.d be commensurate with 
returns on investments in other enterprises having corresponding 
risks. That return, moreover, should be sufficient to assure 
con!idence in ~he !'inancia1 integri t:r of the enterprise, so as to 
maintain its credit and to attract capital." 

Pursuant to~, 8ta!~ considered at :rear-end ,1983 that 
a rate o~ return o~ 11.5~ would be appropriate for a "t:rpical" water 
ut1lit:y o~ the nature of Ridgecrest, but felt that a range of 
reasonableness existed, depending upon the weight the Commission 
would wish to give to such matters as service problems. AccordinglY', 
stat~ recommended that Ridgecrest's authorization be modified to 
allow a rate of return within the range of 10.50 to 11.50~ on its 
rate base. 

Over the past five months since Revenue Requirements made 
its recommendation we have observed the extent that Stark has 

cooperated with Water Resources Department in clearing awa:r the 
bothersome paperwork which leads up to the SDw:BA loan :tunds. ~he 

title search details required persistence; We were favorabl:r 
impressed with Stark's cooperative attitude and actions. He improved 
relations with Health Serviceaand has given support to his engineer 
and superVisor in working out the difficult choices that must be made 
to get the most benefit from and to spread the SDWBA tunde over the 
alternative expensive needs that all present themselves in 
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competition. His continued independent efforts to improve service in 
the interim must also be noted. The erection ot the two 200,000-
gallon water storage tanks to help get past the late summer peak 
problems that have persistently dogged the system must be 
recognized. Matters are not perfect, but they have substantially 
improved. 

Five individuals responded to the September 198~ notice ot 
a prospective rate increase; less than 0.5~ ot the 1,066 customers. 
~he three who related their objections based upon low pressure and 
dirt in the water presented an objective baSis. But their problems 
cannot be moderated without help from the SDWBA loan. Regardless of 
Stark's efforts or lack ot them, only a real injection ot substantial 
money can moderate those problems. The other two objected to 
"another" increase, the third in tour years. But Stark also has a 
right to receive fair and just return above and beyond his verified 
and undeniable expenses. Costs continue upward and there is no 
cushion to absorb them. The objections to increased rates must give 
YaY to Stark's right to receive a just return after 80 many years ot 
underwriting the losses. 

We conclude that no useful purpose would be served by 
having another hearing at Ridgecrest. At the SDWBA hearing there was 
ample opportunity to get the teel ot the Situation prevailing 
locally. About seventy persons attended that 198~ hearing but only 
six spoke; not all against a rate increase. Travel funds for. 
hearings are limited. Here there are no expense issues involved, 
merely the matter ot an appropriate rate ot return. We have allowed 
11.5~ generally to typical companies and we see no reason why Stark 
should be required to underwrite and subsidize this water system 
turther. Particularly with respect to small privately owned water 
utilities, we believe that an economically healthy company, one where 
the owner has a respectabl~ proprietarial stake in the operation, and 
one that produces a fair and adequate rate ot return, 18 the utility 
which is most capable ot and inclined to provide good service on a 
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continuous basis to its c:ustome:s. "It is our objective to promote 
development 0: such utili ties. 'the:efore, in this instance we will 
authorize modification of the rate oireturn' authorized by Re;ol~-

" . 
tion W-3086 of April 6, 1983 to 11.5x~ This '~ould serve to increase 
the monthly flat rate residential service cost from $13.50 to $15.06. 

, 
Consistent with our establi'shed poliey defining the 

responsibility of water utilities to provide acceptable service and 
establishing penalties for failu:-e to do so, we -..rill make tiU.s rate 
increase subject to refund and cancellation until all SDWBA 
construction is completed. 

Findings of Fact 

1. Rid;ecrest, a Califo:nia cor,poration, is a water public 
utility under the j~isdiction of this COm:nission, furnishin<; public 
utility domestic water service to a suburban service territory in 
the City of Ridgecrest, Califo:nia. 

2. Ridgecrest is substantiallyo~ed and controlled by 
Wilbur Stark." 

3. ay CO=mission Resolution w-3086 dated April 6, 1983, 

Rid~ecrest was authorized a 2.6X rate of retu--n on an acknowledged 
rate base of $162,873. 

4. By Commission D.83-11-020 dated November 2, 1983 Rid~ecrest 

~ authorized to obtain an Snw:6A loan of $1,498,000 to prov1"de 
physical plant improvements approximating $1,150,000 to the 

. Ridgecrest system. This project is approachinq realization as final 
const~ction plans and specificatiOns are beinq completed between 
Ridqec:est's engineers and Health Se:vices. 

5. Stark has cooperated i:l the detailed procedures preliminary 
to the qrantinq of the SDWBA f\me.s for construction, and in 'addition 
at his o~ expense has continued to. make system improvements, 
includinq addition of si~ifieant water storage capacity. 

6. At this time there appea:s no reason why Ridgecrest should 
not be authorized the same ll.5X retu~ on rate base as ,currently 

is being allowed "typical" s:nall water public utili ties • 
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7. There is no need for ~ publiche~rinq. 
8. The increased rates herein authorized are justified and 

"reasonable, .and to the ,extent the present rates Ct1ffer, they are 
.' or' will be for the future unjust and unreasonable. 

~ 

Conclusions of Law 
" 1 •. The 2.6% rate of retu.~ authorized by Commission 

Resolu1?ion w-3086 should be modified to provide an 11.5% rate 
of return. 

2. The rate increase should be subject to refund and 
cancellation until the SDWBA improvements are completed • 

.2.Bl1~R 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. After the effective date of this 'order, applicant 

RidQecrest Hei~hts Land and Water Comp~~y (Ridgecrest) is authorized 

to file the revised rate Schedule attached to this order as Appendix A • 

Sue..i. filinq shall comply with General Order 96-A. Rid.qecrest shall 

9i ve at least five days' notice, by mail, to its customers, and may 

thereafter plaee the revised schedule into effect. The revised 

schedule shall apply only to se:viee rendered on and after its 

effective date. The rates will· be subject to refund and cancellation 
until the SD~~A improvements are completed. 

This order becomes effective 30 days from today. 

Dated _.r..A;.:;u;.;::lC::UIo.:";,::s;,,;:t;...-:,7-.,-=1;,.:;9..;:8;.,;4 ___ , at san Francisco, California. 

COZlllUS&1oner Prisc1lla c. Crew .. 
_being XleCea8&l"11y abaent. 41d 

, .. DOt. l)aX't101l)&'t.o 
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APPENDIX A 
. . 

Schedule No. 2.R 

Applicable to all reaidential yater .ervice furni.bedon a flat rate 
ba.i •• 

TEUITORY 

'tracts Noa. 1466. 1494. 1520. and 1552, and vicinity, located 
approximately 2 miles southwe.t of t:be commmity of Ridgecrest. Xern County. 

JtAn -
Per Month 

For each aervice connection ... --•••.....••..••..• __ .. $15-.06 

SP!:CIAI. CONDITIONS 

1. 'Ibe above residential nat: rate charge appliea to service 
counect:iona only on a metered baaia. 

2. All .ervice not covered by the above claa.ificatiou will be 
furnished only oc a metered ba.ia. 

3. A meter may be installed at option of utility or c:gstomer for above 
classification in vhich event aervice thereafter vill be furnished only on 
the ba.is of Schedule No.1. Ceneral Metered Service. 'When a meter ia 
installed at OI>tiou of cuatomer. metered service lIU.t be continued for at 
leut 12 months before service will again be furni.hed at flat rates. 

(DJ) OF APP'ENDJX A) 

(I) 
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tenacious efforts o~ Stark, and his 11th hour but timely advances of 
interest tree tunds tor operating and maintenance expenses, sa well 
as a Bank of America loan, Stark kept the utility ~unetion1ng, 
~rnisb1ng water at ver,y loy rates to its customers, albeit, witbout 
meeting G.O. 103 pressure standards, or in volumes sut!icien~to 
attain tbe tire flow mini~~s required by that standard. Ultimately, 

_r'."-' 
in October o~ 1980 and April ot 1983 increases were authorized by the 
Commission which brought the aggregate monthly wat/er ~~rge ror the 
average Ridgecrest ~~stomer to its present $13.50. . 

Eowever, it must be noted that tbese i9¢reases served 
merely to cover those operating expenses deeme~reasonable by our 
stat! after a thorough !ield investigation. hey provided rates 
which produced a minimal rate o~ return (OD a stro~y disputed rate 
base) o~ 2.6~. 

Meanwbile, as n consequence of complaints arising out of 
tbe substandard water system, and trom 8 desire to alleViate at least 

/ 
tbe worse o! these problems, in November of 1982 the Commission 

I 

ordered Ridgecrest to pursue d11igen~ly a t~bstantial loan under 
proVisions of the Sate Drinking Water Bond Act (SDW!A - See Water 

I 

Code Section 13850 et seq.), threa~ening in the alternative to go 
into Superior Court under provisions of Public Utilities Code § 855 , 
to have a receiver appointed to assume posseSSion of the system and 
to operate it (See D.S2-11-04' dated November " 198Z). 
Concurrently, the California Department of Real th Se'rV1ees (Real th 
Services), unsuccessful in its turn in obtaining various improvements 
it sought to satis~ general health and s~ety concepts, issued an 
administrative order requiring Ridgecrest to furnish it a detailed 
pro~es8ional engineering report on these improvements. When 
Ridgecrest failed to comply, Health Services obta1ne~ an order ~rom 
Kern County Superior Court that Ridgecrest r among other matters, 

, 
submit such a report to Health SerVices and apply to the State ~or a 
SDWBA loan to make the improvements • 
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'. d I' " mo i.ication in rates an4 the reasons tor the moditication. Five o~ 
the 1.066 eustomers wrote in response. Zhree o~ these complained ot 
continuing lov pressure and dirt in their vater. objecting to any 
increase until these problems are resolved. Two others objected to 
any increase in rates; one stating that vhile she had never 
experience4 problems •. she objected ~~. a rate increase after prior 
increases in 1980 and early 1 m. " 
Discussion ~/" 

The Revenue Requirements Divis on ot the Commission has 
reviewed Ridgecrest's recorded tinanc statements tor the past five 
years. Their review indicates tha~the operational losses ~hich have 
been sustained as ot December 31.~~82 have resulted in a negative 
equity capital. Stark's advanc~ent o~ interest ~ree tundn t~ meet 
operational defieits and to ~ necessar,y improvements and repairs, 

I regarded as loans by Stark, h8.ve been treated as equity capital 
i:oj'usions by the stat:! - C>nJG the :BaDk ot America loan h~ b;~en 

• reeosruzed by 8~~ as deb' tinancing. :But these tacts do point up 
the ~act that Stark is not receiving a 'lair return on his investment. 

Rere no issueslare being raised regarding these matters 
although Stark asks m~'!ication ot the authorized 2.6~ rate ot 

I 
return to 11.5~. St&jk has agreed to use the Eydraulie :Branch's 1983 
estimates ot operating expenses as 8et torth in Table A. :But he does 

I ' 
\.,t. ,seek a :fair return on hie investment. While hie past :failures to 

r,~f:eet all provi8ionsoi0f Commi8sion ord~r~ cannot be condoned or 
~~11 :::~:~~e~~81~;::~v:aedn~~~m:;:: ;:o!~e~~r ;::r ~!t::e 
I inherently is a substandard system in an extremely ditt1cult 

location. ~t over the years Stark repeatedly has advance~ the funds 
to shore the system up and he has kept it operating. The most recent 
example i8 his 1 ~ in8tallat10n o:! two 2oo,,000-g&1lon vater storage 
tanks. He i8 cooperating on the SD'nA loan arrangements and has 
e%lgssed an engineering :tim to york with liealth' ~rv1ce8 t~ get the 
most out o:! the loan proceeds to rehabilitate the yorse portiOns of 
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/' 
continuous basis to its customers. It is 0m;;objecti ve to promote 
development of such utili ties. Therefore, i-n this instance we rill 
authorize modification of the rate of ret~ authorized by Resolu-

I 
tion w-30S6 of April 6, 1983 to 11.5~. 's would. serve to increase 
the monthly flat rate residential serv'ce eost from $13.50 to $15.06. 

Ilndings of F~et 
1. Ridgecrest, a Californ~a~orporation, is a water public 

utility under the jurisdiction oo/thiS Commission, furnishing public 
utili ty domestic water service ;0 a suburban service terri tory in: 
the City of Ridqecrest, califo~a. 

2. Ridqecrest is substantially owned and controlled by 
Wilbur Stark. / 

3. By Commission Reso1ution w-30S6 dated April &, 1983, 
Ridqecrest ~ authorized alZ.6X rate of return on an acknowledqed 

I 

rate base of $162,873. I 
4. By Commission Df 83-11-020 dated November 2, 1983 Ridqecrest 

was authorized to obtain/an SDWBA loan of $1,498,000 to provide 
physical plant improvements approximatinq $1,150,000 to the 
Ridgecrest system. This project is approachinq realization as final 
construction plans and specifications are being completed between 

I 
Ridqecrest's enqineers and Health services. 

f 
5. Stark has cooperated in the detailed procedures preliminary' 

I 

to the qrantinq of the SD'WBA funds for construction, and in addition 
I 

at bis own expense has continued to make system improvements, 
i 

ineludinq addition ,¢f significant water storaqe capability. 
6. At this time there appe~'S:s no reason why Ridqecrestshould 

I 

not be authorized/the same ll.5% return on rate base as currently 
is beinq allowed i' typical ,. small water public utili ties. 

7. There is no need for a public hearinq. 
S. The increase rates herein authorized are justified and 

reasonable, and to the extent the present rates differ, they are or 
will be for the future unjust and unreasonak>le • 
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conclusions of Law 
1. The 2.6% rate of return authorized oy Comm1ssion 

Resolution W.-30S6 should De modified to provide an 11.SX rate 
of return. 

.Q.B.~~B. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
1. After the effective aate of . s order, applicant 

Ridqecrest Beiqhts Land and Water Co~y (Ridqecrest) is authorized 
/ 

to file the revised rate schedule a't't:aehed to thi.s order as Append1x A .. 
/ 

Sueh filing shall comply with General Order 96-A. Ridgecrest shall 
give at least five days' notice~ mail, to its customers, and may 
thereafter place the revised ~Chedule into effect. The revised 
sChedule shall apply only tTrvice rendered on and after its 

effective date. 
Th1s order becomes effective 30 days from today • 
Dated AUG 171984 , at San Francisco, California. 

/ 
CO'2'is!:1oner Pr!::ellla cJCrtnt. 
bQ~_Z :~ccee~~l!y ~b~~n~ d!~ 
not part.!e!;I.!I.to I, 

, 
, 

.: 

/ 
I 

I 
! 
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